The University of Southern Mississippi

The Aquila Digital Community
Faculty Publications
4-15-2014

Designing and Evaluating the MULTICOM Protein Local and Global
Model Quality Prediction Methods in the CASP10 Experiment
Renzhi Cao
University of Missouri, caora@plu.edu

Zheng Wang
University of Southern Mississippi, zheng.wang@miami.edu

Jianlin Cheng
University of Missouri

Follow this and additional works at: https://aquila.usm.edu/fac_pubs
Part of the Biochemistry, Biophysics, and Structural Biology Commons

Recommended Citation
Cao, R., Wang, Z., Cheng, J. (2014). Designing and Evaluating the MULTICOM Protein Local and Global
Model Quality Prediction Methods in the CASP10 Experiment. BMC Structural Biology, 14.
Available at: https://aquila.usm.edu/fac_pubs/8082

This Article is brought to you for free and open access by The Aquila Digital Community. It has been accepted for
inclusion in Faculty Publications by an authorized administrator of The Aquila Digital Community. For more
information, please contact Joshua.Cromwell@usm.edu.

Cao et al. BMC Structural Biology 2014, 14:13
http://www.biomedcentral.com/1472-6807/14/13

RESEARCH ARTICLE

Open Access

Designing and evaluating the MULTICOM protein
local and global model quality prediction
methods in the CASP10 experiment
Renzhi Cao1, Zheng Wang4 and Jianlin Cheng1,2,3*

Abstract
Background: Protein model quality assessment is an essential component of generating and using protein structural
models. During the Tenth Critical Assessment of Techniques for Protein Structure Prediction (CASP10), we developed
and tested four automated methods (MULTICOM-REFINE, MULTICOM-CLUSTER, MULTICOM-NOVEL, and MULTICOMCONSTRUCT) that predicted both local and global quality of protein structural models.
Results: MULTICOM-REFINE was a clustering approach that used the average pairwise structural similarity between
models to measure the global quality and the average Euclidean distance between a model and several top ranked
models to measure the local quality. MULTICOM-CLUSTER and MULTICOM-NOVEL were two new support vector
machine-based methods of predicting both the local and global quality of a single protein model. MULTICOMCONSTRUCT was a new weighted pairwise model comparison (clustering) method that used the weighted average
similarity between models in a pool to measure the global model quality. Our experiments showed that the pairwise
model assessment methods worked better when a large portion of models in the pool were of good quality, whereas
single-model quality assessment methods performed better on some hard targets when only a small portion of models
in the pool were of reasonable quality.
Conclusions: Since digging out a few good models from a large pool of low-quality models is a major challenge in
protein structure prediction, single model quality assessment methods appear to be poised to make important
contributions to protein structure modeling. The other interesting finding was that single-model quality assessment scores
could be used to weight the models by the consensus pairwise model comparison method to improve its accuracy.
Keywords: Protein model quality assessment, Protein model quality assurance program, Protein structure prediction,
Support vector machine, Clustering

Background
Predicting protein tertiary structure from amino acid sequence is of great importance in bioinformatics and
computational biology [1,2]. During the last few decades,
a lot of protein tertiary structure prediction methods
have been developed. One category of methods adopts a
template-based approach [3-7], which uses experimentally
determined structures as templates to build structural
models for a target protein without known structure. Another category uses a template-free approach [8,9], which
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tries to fold a protein from scratch without using known
template structures. The two kinds of methods were often
combined to handle a full spectrum of protein structure
prediction problems ranging from relatively easy homology modeling to hard de novo prediction [10-13].
During protein structure prediction, one important
task is to assess the quality of structural models produced by protein structure prediction methods. A model
quality assessment (QA) method employed in a protein
structure prediction pipeline is critical for ranking, refining, and selecting models [3]. A model quality assessment method can generally predict a global quality score
measuring the overall quality of a protein structure
model and a series of local quality scores measuring
the local quality of each residue in the model. A global
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quality score can be a global distance test (GDT-TS)
score [14-16] that is predicted to be the structural similarity between a model and the unknown native structure of a protein. A local quality score of a residue can
be the Euclidean distance between the position of the
residue in a model and that in the unknown native
structure after they are superimposed.
In general, protein model quality assessment methods
can be classified into two categories: multi-model
methods [17-21] and single-model methods [13-17].
Multi-model methods largely use a consensus or clustering approach to compare one model with other models
in a pool of input models to assess its quality. Generally,
a model with a higher similarity with the rest of models
in the pool receives a higher global quality score. The
methods tend to work well when a large portion of
models in the input pool are of good quality, which is
often the case for easy to medium hard template-based
modeling. Multi-model methods tend to work particularly
well if a large portion of good models were independently
generated by a number of independent, diverse protein
structure prediction methods as seen in the CASP (the
Critical Assessment of Techniques for Protein Structure
Prediction) experiments, but they worked less well when
being applied to the models generated by one single protein structure prediction method because they prefer the
average model of the largest model cluster in the model
pool. And multi-model methods tend to completely fail if
a significant portion of low quality modes are similar to
each other and thus dominate the pairwise model comparison as seen in some cases during the 10th CASP experiment (CASP10) held in 2012. Single-model methods
strive to predict the quality of a single protein model without consulting any other models [22-26]. The performance of single-model methods is still lagging behind the
multi-model methods in most cases when most models in
the pool are of good quality [23,27]. However, because of
their capability of assessing the quality of one individual
model, they have potential to address one big challenge in
protein structure modeling – selecting a model of good
quality from a large pool consisting of mostly irrelevant
models. Furthermore, as the performance of multi-model
quality assessment methods start to converge, singlemodel methods appear to have a large room of improvement as demonstrated in the CASP10 experiment.
In order to critically evaluate the performance of
multi-model and single-model protein model quality assessment methods, the CASP10 experiment was designed to assess them in two stages. On Stage 1, 20
models of each target spanning a wide range of quality
were used to assess the sensitivity of quality assessment
methods with respect to the size of input model pool
and the quality of input models. On Stage 2, about top
150 models selected by a naïve consensus model quality
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assessment method were used to benchmark model
quality assessment methods’ capability of distinguishing
relatively small differences between more similar models.
The new settings provided us a good opportunity to assess
the strength and weakness of our multi-model and singlemodel protein model quality assessment methods in terms
of accuracy, robustness, consistency and efficiency in
order to identify the gaps for further improvement.
In addition to evaluating our four servers on the
CASP10 benchmark, we compare our methods with three
popular multi-model clustering-based methods (DavisQAconsensus [28], Pcons [29], and ModFOLDclust2 [21]).
Our clustering-based methods (MULTICOM-REFINE,
MULTICOM-CONSTRUCT) performed comparably to
the three external tools in most cases. Our single-model
methods (MULTICOM-CLUSTER, MULTICOM-NOVEL)
had a lower accuracy than the clustering-based methods,
but performed considerably better than them on the
models of hard template-free targets. Besides the reasonable performance and a comprehensive comparative
study, our methods have some methodological innovations such as using single-model quality scores to weight
models for clustering methods, repacking side chains
before model evaluation, and improved machine learning
methods for single-model quality assessment for templatefree targets.
The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In the
Results and discussions section, we analyze and discuss
the performance of the methods on the CASP10 benchmark. In the Conclusion section, we summarize this work
and conclude it with the directions of future work. In the
Methods section, we introduce the methods in our protein
model quality assessment servers tested in CASP10.

Results and discussions
Results of global quality predictions

We evaluated the global quality predictions using five
measures (see the detailed descriptions of the evaluation
methods in the Evaluation methods section). The results
of the global quality evaluation on Stage 1 of CASP10
are shown in Table 1. The weighted pairwise model
comparison method MULTICOM-CONSTRUCT performed best among all our four servers according to all
the five measures, suggesting using single-model quality
prediction scores as weights can improve the multimodel pairwise comparison based quality prediction
methods such as MULTICOM-REFINE. The two multimodel global quality assessment methods had the better
average performance than the two single-model global
quality assessment methods (MULTICOM-NOVEL and
MULTICOM-CLUSTER) on average on Stage 1, suggesting that the advantage of multi-model methods over
single-model methods was not much affected by the
relatively small size of input models (i.e. 20). Instead, the
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Table 1 The average correlation (Ave. Corr.), overall correlation (Over. Corr.), average GDT-TS loss (Ave. Loss),
average Spearman’s correlation (Ave. Spearman), average Kendall tau correlation (Ave. Kendall) of MULTICOM
servers, DAVIS-QAconsensus, Pcons, and ModFOLDclust2 on Stage 1 of CASP10
Servers

Ave. corr.

Over. corr.

Ave. loss

Ave. Spearman

Ave. Kendall

MULTICOM-REFINE

0.6494

0.8162

0.0615

0.5989

0.4908

MULTICOM-CLUSTER

0.5144

0.5946

0.0727

0.4364

0.3273

MULTICOM-NOVEL

0.5016

0.4848

0.0791

0.4483

0.3380

MULTICOM-CONSTRUCT

0.6838

0.8300

0.0613

0.6182

0.5043

DAVIS-QAconsensus

0.6403

0.7927

0.0537

0.5798

0.4745

Pcons

0.7501

0.7683

0.0327

0.6781

0.5457

ModFOLDclust2

0.6775

0.8301

0.0572

0.6206

0.5064

multi-model methods still work reasonably well on a
small model pool that contains a significant portion of
good quality models. It is worth noting that the average
loss of the two single-model quality assessment methods
(MULTICOM-CLUSTER and MULTICOM-NOVEL) is
close to that of the two multi-model quality assessment
methods (MULTICOM-REFINE and MULTICOMCONSTRUCT) (i.e. +0.07 versus +0.06). We also compared our methods with three popular multi-model
clustering-based methods (DAVIS-QAconsensus, Pcons,
and ModFOLDclust2) on Stage 1. According to the evaluation, MULTICOM-CONSTRUCT performed slightly
better than the naive consensus method DAVISQAconsensus and ModFOLDclust2, while Pcons performed best.
Table 2 shows the global quality evaluation results
on Stage 2. Similarly as in Table 1, the weighted pairwise comparison multi-model method (MULTICOMCONSTRUCT) performed better than the simple
pairwise multi-model method (MULTICOM-REFINE)
and both had better performance than the two singlemodel quality assessment methods (MULTICOMCONSTRUCT and MULTICOM-NOVEL). That the two
single-model quality prediction methods yielded the similar performance indicated that some difference in their input features (amino acid sequence versus sequence
profile) did not significant affect their accuracy. In comparison with Stage 1, all our methods performed worse on

Stage 2 models. Since the models in Stage 2 are more
similar to each other than in Stage 1 in most cases, the results may suggest that both multi-model and single-model
quality assessment methods face difficulty in accurately
distinguishing models of similar quality. On Stage 2
models, MULTICOM-CONSTRUCT delivered a performance similar with DAVIS-QAconsensus and Pcons, and
had a higher average correlation than ModFOLDclust2.
We used the Wilcoxon signed ranked sum test to assess the significance of the difference in the performance
of our four servers, DAVIS-QAconsensus, Pcons, and
ModFOLDclust2. The p-values of the difference between
these servers are reported in Table 3. On Stage 1 models,
according to 0.01 significant threshold, the difference between clustering-based methods (MULTICOM-REFINE
and MULTICOM-CONSTRUCT) and single-model
methods (MULTICOM-CLUSTER and MULTICOMNOVEL) is significant, but the difference between our
methods in the same category is not significant. One
Stage 2 models, the difference between all pairs of our
servers except the two single-model methods is significant. Compared with the three external methods
(DAVIS-QAconsensus, Pcons, and ModFOLDclust2), the
difference between our multi-model method MULTICOMREFINE and the three methods is not significant, while
the difference between our single-model methods
(MULTICOM-CLUSTER, MULTICOM-NOVEL) and the
three methods is significant. The difference between

Table 2 The average correlation, overall correlation, average GDT-TS loss, average Spearman’s correlation, average
Kendall tau correlation of MULTICOM servers, DAVIS-QAconsensus, Pcons, and ModFOLDclust2 on Stage 2 of CASP10
Servers

Ave. corr.

Over. corr.

Ave. loss

Ave. Spearman

Ave. Kendall

MULTICOM-REFINE

0.4743

0.8252

0.0511

0.4763

0.3510

MULTICOM-CLUSTER

0.3354

0.6078

0.0675

0.3361

0.2343

MULTICOM-NOVEL

0.3350

0.5057

0.0654

0.3394

0.2358

MULTICOM-CONSTRUCT

0.4853

0.8272

0.0510

0.4824

0.3566

DAVIS-QAconsensus

0.5050

0.8383

0.0499

0.5031

0.3686

Pcons

0.4891

0.8194

0.0416

0.4843

0.3524

ModFOLDclust2

0.4489

0.8337

0.0470

0.4621

0.3393
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Table 3 The p-value of pairwise Wilcoxon signed ranked
sum test for the difference of correlation score between
MULTICOM servers and three external methods (DAVISQAconsensus, Pcons, ModFOLDclust2) on Stage 1 and
Stage 2 of CASP10
MULTICOM servers, DAVIS-QAconsensus, Pcons, and
ModFOLDclust2 on Stage 1 or Stage 2

P-value

MULTICOM-REFINE and MULTICOM-CLUSTER on Stage 1

7.552e-05

MULTICOM-REFINE and MULTICOM-NOVEL on Stage 1

3.280e-05

MULTICOM-REFINE and MULTICOM-CONSTRUCT on Stage 1

0.031

MULTICOM-CLUSTER and MULTICOM-NOVEL on Stage 1

0.201

MULTICOM-CLUSTER and MULTICOM-CONSTRUCT on Stage 1

3.757e-06

MULTICOM-NOVEL and MULTICOM-CONSTRUCT on Stage 1

7.013e-07

MULTICOM-REFINE and Pcons on Stage 1

0.1723

MULTICOM-REFINE and ModFOLDclust2 on Stage 1

0.578

MULTICOM-REFINE and DAVIS-QAconsensus on Stage 1

0.6238

MULTICOM-CLUSTER and Pcons on Stage 1

2.872e-08

MULTICOM-CLUSTER and ModFOLDclust2 on Stage 1

5.517e-05

MULTICOM-CLUSTER and DAVIS-QAconsensus on Stage 1

0.002873

MULTICOM-NOVEL and Pcons on Stage 1

5.65e-09

MULTICOM-NOVEL and ModFOLDclust2 on Stage 1

2.116e-05

MULTICOM-NOVEL and DAVIS-QAconsensus on Stage 1

0.002066

MULTICOM-CONSTRUCT and Pcons on Stage 1

0.7492

MULTICOM-CONSTRUCT and ModFOLDclust2 on Stage 1

0.01223

MULTICOM-CONSTRUCT and DAVIS-QAconsensus on Stage 1

0.0002211

MULTICOM-REFINE and MULTICOM-CLUSTER on Stage 2

4.133e-05

MULTICOM-REFINE and MULTICOM-NOVEL on Stage 2

3.180e-05

MULTICOM-REFINE and MULTICOM-CONSTRUCT on Stage 2

2.439e-05

MULTICOM-CLUSTER and MULTICOM-NOVEL on Stage 2

0.658

MULTICOM-CLUSTER and MULTICOM-CONSTRUCT on Stage 2

7.75e-06

MULTICOM-NOVEL and MULTICOM-CONSTRUCT on Stage 2

5.276e-06

MULTICOM-REFINE and Pcons on Stage 2

0.2465

MULTICOM-REFINE and ModFOLDclust2 on Stage 2

0.08742

MULTICOM-REFINE and DAVIS-QAconsensus on Stage 2

0.4976

MULTICOM-CLUSTER and Pcons on Stage 2

1.114e-05

MULTICOM-CLUSTER and ModFOLDclust2 on Stage 2

0.001202

MULTICOM-CLUSTER and DAVIS-QAconsensus on Stage 2

7.495e-06

MULTICOM-NOVEL and Pcons on Stage 2

1.073e-05

MULTICOM-NOVEL and ModFOLDclust2 on Stage 2

0.001128

MULTICOM-NOVEL and DAVIS-QAconsensus on Stage 2

5.717e-06

MULTICOM-CONSTRUCT and Pcons on Stage 2

0.9807

MULTICOM-CONSTRUCT and ModFOLDclust2 on Stage 2

0.003362

MULTICOM-CONSTRUCT and DAVIS-QAconsensus on Stage 2

9.597e-05

MULTICOM-CONSTRUCT and Pcons is not significant,
while the difference between MULTICOM-CONSTRUCT
and the other two external methods (DAVIS-QAconsensus and ModFOLDclust2) is significant.

To elucidate the key factors that affect the accuracy of
multi-model or single-model quality assessment methods,
we plot the per-target correlation scores of each target on
Stage 2 against the ratio of the average real quality of the
largest model cluster in the pool and the average real quality of all the models in the pool in Figure 1. To get the largest model cluster for each target, we first calculate the
GDT-TS score between each pair of models, and then use
(1 – the GDT-TS score) as the distance measure to hierarchically cluster the models. Finally, we use a distance
threshold to cut the hierarchical tree to get the largest
cluster so that the total number of models in the largest
cluster is about one third of the total number of models in
the pool.
Figure 1 shows that the quality prediction accuracy (i.e.
per-target correlation scores of each target) positively correlates with the average real quality of the largest model
cluster divided by the average real quality of all models
for two multi-model methods (MULTICOM-REFINE,
MULTICOM-CONSTRUCT), whereas it has almost no
correlation with single-model methods (MULTICOMCLUSTER, MULTICOM-NOVEL). The results suggest
that the performance of clustering-based multi-model
methods depends on the relative real quality of the large
cluster of models and that of single-model methods does
not. This is not surprising because multi-model methods
rely on pairwise model comparison, but single-model
methods try to assess the quality from one model.
As CASP10 models were generated by many different
predictors from around of the world, the side chains of
these models may be packed by different modeling tools.
The difference in side chain packing may result in difference in input features (e.g. secondary structures) that
affect the quality prediction results of single-model
methods even though they only try to predict the quality
of backbone of a model. In order to remove the sidechain bias, we also tried to use the tool SCWRL [30] to
rebuild the side chains of all models before applying a
single-model quality prediction method - ModelEvaluator. Figure 2 compares the average correlation and loss
of the predictions with or without side-chain repacking.
Indeed, repacking side-chains before applying singlemodel quality assessment increased the average correlation and reduced the loss. We did a Wilcoxon signed
ranked sum test on the correlations and losses of the
predictions before and after repacking side-chains. The pvalue for average correlation before and after repacking
side-chains on Stage 1 is 0.18, and on Stage 2 is 0.02. The
p-value for loss on Stage 1 is 0.42, and on Stage 2 is 0.38.
Since mining a few good models out of a large pool of
low-quality models is one of the major challenges in
protein structure prediction, we compare the performance of single-model methods and multi-model methods
on the models of several hard CASP10 template-free
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Figure 1 The per-target correlation scores of each target against the average real quality of the largest model cluster divided by the
average real quality of all models of this target on Stage 2.

targets. Tables 4 and 5 report the evaluation results of
our four servers, DAVIS-QAconsensus, Pcons, and
ModFOLDclust2 on all standalone template-free modeling (FM) targets on Stages 1 and 2, i.e. the targets whose
domains are all FM domains. The results show that the
single-model methods (MULTICOM-CLUSTER and
MULTICOM-NOVEL) clearly performed better than
the multi-model methods (MULTICOM-REFINE and
MULTICOM-CONSTRUCT) on both stages. They also
performed better than the DAVIS-QAconsensus and
ModFOLDclust2 on both stages, achieved the similar performance with Pcons on Stage 1, and the better performance than Pcons on Stage 2. For instance, the average
Pearson’s correlation score of MULTICOM-NOVEL on

Stage 1 is 0.539, which is much higher than 0.082 of
MULTICOM-REFINE. The multi-model methods even
get low negative correlation for some targets. For example,
the Pearson’s correlation score of MULTICOM-REFINE
on target T0741 at Stage 1 is −0.615. We use the tool
TreeView [31] to visualize the hierarchical clustering of the
models of T0741 in Figure 3. The qualities of the models
in the largest cluster are among the lowest, but they are
similar to each other leading to high predicted quality
scores when being assessed by multi-model methods. The
example indicates that multi-model methods often completely fail (i.e. yielding negative correlation) when the
models in the largest cluster are of worse quality, but similar to each other. Multi-model methods often perform
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Figure 2 The influence of side chain on average correlation and loss of both Stage 1 and Stage 2. A shows the average correlation of the
predictions with or without side-chain repacking, and B demonstrates the loss of the predictions with or without side-chain repacking on both
Stage 1 and Stage 2. The tool SCWRL [30] is used for the side-chain repacking.

worse than single-model methods when all models in pool
are of low quality and are different from each other. In this
situation, the quality scores predicted by multi-model
methods often do not correlate with the real quality scores,
whereas those predicted by single-model methods still
positively correlate with real quality scores to some degree.
As an example, Figure 4 plots the real GDT-TS scores and
predicted GDT-TS scores of a single-model predictor
MULTICOM-NOVEL and a multi-model predictor
MULTICOM-REFINE on the models of a hard target
T0684 whose best model has quality score less than 0.2. It
is worth noting that, since the quality of the models of the
template-free modeling targets is rather low on average,
the quality assessment on these models can be more arbitrary than on the template-based models of better quality.

Therefore, more cautions must be put into the interpretation of the evaluation results.
Based on the per-target correlation between predicted
and observed model quality scores of the official model
quality assessment results [28], the MULTICOMCONSTRUCT was ranked 5th on Stage 2 models of
CASP10 among all CASP10 model quality assessment
methods. The performance of MULTICOM-CONSTRUCT
was slightly better than the DAVIS-QAconsensus (the
naïve consensus method that calculates the quality score
of a model as the average structural similarity (GDT-TS
score) between the model and other models in the
pool) on Stage 2, which was ranked at 10th. The
methods MULTICOM-REFINE, MULTICOM-NOVEL,
and MULTICOM-CLUSTER were ranked at 11th, 28th,

Table 4 Pearson correlation of the FM (template-free modeling) targets on Stage 1 of CASP10
Targets

MULTICOM-NOVEL

MULTICOM-CLUSTER

MULTICOM-CONSTRUCT

MULTICOM-REFINE

DAVIS-QA
consensus

Pcons

ModFOLDclust2

T0666

0.570

0.454

0.138

0.272

0.274

0.346

0.538

T0735

0.725

0.704

0.414

0.083

0.086

0.667

0.030

T0734

0.522

0.544

0.152

−0.099

−0.096

0.509

−0.014

T0737

0.878

0.878

0.221

0.118

0.124

0.565

0.421

T0740

0.558

0.512

0.710

0.732

0.726

0.684

0.770

T0741

−0.020

0.214

−0.659

−0.615

−0.611

0.475

−0.674

Average

0.539

0.551

0.163

0.082

0.084

0.541

0.179
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Table 5 Pearson correlation of all FM (template-free modeling) targets on Stage 2 of CASP10
Targets

MULTICOM-NOVEL

MULTICOM-CLUSTER

MULTICOM-CONSTRUCT

MULTICOM-REFINE

DAVIS-QA
consensus

Pcons

ModFOLDclust2

T0666

0.213

0.206

0.490

0.499

0.492

0.338

0.520

T0735

0.466

0.433

0.261

0.159

0.150

0.238

−0.070

T0734

0.459

0.44

−0.134

−0.342

−0.334

0.199

−0.363

T0737

0.787

0.806

0.200

0.155

0.147

0.583

0.525

T0740

0.490

0.451

0.487

0.412

0.411

0.434

0.478

T0741

−0.079

0.022

−0.444

−0.397

−0.397

0.125

−0.382

Average

0.389

0.393

0.143

0.081

0.078

0.320

0.118

and 29th, respectively. However, it was not surprising
that the single-model methods such as MULTICOMNOVEL and MULTICOM-CLUSTER were ranked lower
than most clustering-based methods because the latter
tended to work better on most CASP template-based
targets with good-quality predicted models. But, among
all single-model methods, MULTICOM-NOVEL and
MULTICOM-CLUSTER were ranked at 3th and 4th.
Results of local quality

Table 6 shows the performance of local quality assessment of our four local quality assessment servers,

DAVIS-QAconsensus, Pcons, and ModFOLDclust2 on
both Stage 1 and Stage 2. Among our four servers, the
multi-model methods performed better than singlemodel methods on average for all the targets. We used
the pairwise Wilcoxon signed ranked sum test to assess
the significance of the difference between our four
servers and the three external methods (Table 7). Generally
speaking, the difference between multi-model local quality
methods (MULTICOM-REFINE, DAVIS-QAconsensus,
Pcons, and ModFOLDclust2) and single-model local
quality methods (MULTICOM-NOVEL, MULTICOMCLUSTER, MULTICOM-CONSTRUCT) on both stages

Figure 3 The hierarchy tree of T0741 on Stage 1. All models in the circle form the largest cluster in this target. The rightmost column of
Figure 3 lists the real GDT-TS score of each model. The models in the circle form the largest cluster. The model with the underline real GDT-TS
score is the best model in this target.
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Figure 4 The real GDT-TS score and predicted GDT-TS score of MULTICOM-REFINE and MULTICOM-NOVEL for T0684 on Stage 1 and
Stage 2.

is significant. The difference between MULTICOMREFINE and Pcons is not significant on both stages according to a 0.01 threshold.
However, the single-model local quality prediction
methods (MULTICOM-NOVEL, MULTICOM-CLUSTER,
MULTICOM-CONSTRUCT) and the multi-model local
quality prediction method (MULTICOM-REFINE) performed not very differently on FM targets as shown
in Tables 8 and 9. This is not surprising because multimodel methods cannot select real good models as reference methods for evaluating the local quality of residues.
According to the CASP official evaluation [28],
MULTICOM-REFINE performs best among all of our
four servers for the local quality assessment on both
Stage 1 and Stage 2 models of CASP10. Compared with
DAVIS-QAconsensus, Pcons, and ModFOLDclust2, the
multi-model local quality prediction method MULTICONREFINE performed best on Stage 1, achieved the similar

Table 6 Evaluation result of local quality score of four
MULTICOM servers, DAVIS-QAconsensus, Pcons, and
ModFOLDclust2 on Stage 1 and Stage 2 of CASP10
Servers

Ave. corr. on
Stage 1

Ave. corr. on
Stage 2

MULTICOM-REFINE

0.6102

0.6251

MULTICOM-CLUSTER

0.2604

0.2956

MULTICOM-NOVEL

0.2882

0.3289

MULTICOM-CONSTRUCT

0.2889

0.3095

DAVIS-QAconsensus

0.5841

0.6633

Pcons

0.5793

0.6226

ModFOLDclust2

0.5997

0.6526

performance with Pcons on Stage 2, but performed
worse than DAVIS-QAconsensus and ModFOLDclust2
on Stage 2.

Conclusion
In this work, we rigorously benchmarked our multimodel and single-model quality assessment methods
blindly tested in the Tenth Critical Assessment of Techniques for Protein Structure Prediction (CASP10). In
general, the performance of our multi-model quality prediction methods (e.g., MULTICOM-REFINE) was comparable to the state-of-the-art multi-model quality
assessment methods in the literature. The multi-model
quality prediction methods performed better than the
single-model quality prediction methods (e.g., MULTICOMNOVEL, MULTICOM-CLUSTER), whereas the latter,
despite in its early stage of development, tended to work
better in assessing a small number of models of widerange quality usually associated with a hard target. Our
experiment demonstrated that the prediction accuracy of
multi-model quality assessment methods is largely influenced by the proportion of good models in the pool or the
average quality of the largest model cluster in the pool.
The multi-model quality assessment methods performed
better than single-model methods on easy modeling targets whose model pool contains a large portion of good
models. However, they tend to fail on the models for hard
targets when the majority of models are of low-quality
and particularly when some low-quality models are similar
to each other severely dominating the calculation of pairwise model similarity. The problem can be somewhat
remedied by using single-model quality prediction scores
as weights in calculating the average similarity scores
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Table 7 The P-value of pairwise Wilcoxon signed ranked
sum tests for the difference of correlation scores for local
model quality prediction methods (MULTICOM servers,
DAVIS-QAconsensus, Pcons, and ModFOLDclust2)
MULTICOM servers, DAVIS-QAconsensus, Pcons, and
ModFOLDclust2 and on Stage 1 or Stage 2

P-value

coupling information, torsion angle information, and statistical contact potentials may be used to improve the discriminative power of single-model methods; on the other
hand, new powerful machine learning and data mining
methods such as deep learning, random forests and outlier
detection methods may be developed to use existing quality features more effectively. Despite it may take years for
single-model methods to mature, we believe that improved single-model quality prediction methods will play
a more and more important role in protein structure
prediction.

MULTICOM-REFINE and MULTICOM-CLUSTER on Stage 1

2.220e-16

MULTICOM-REFINE and MULTICOM-NOVEL on Stage 1

6.661e-16

MULTICOM-REFINE and MULTICOM-CONSTRUCT on Stage 1

6.661e-16

MULTICOM-CLUSTER and MULTICOM-NOVEL on Stage 1

0.0009948

MULTICOM-CLUSTER and MULTICOM-CONSTRUCT on Stage 1

0.0008437

MULTICOM-NOVEL and MULTICOM-CONSTRUCT on Stage 1

0.1781

MULTICOM-REFINE and Pcons on Stage 1

0.01575

Protein model quality prediction methods

MULTICOM-REFINE and ModFOLDclust2 on Stage 1

0.2678

MULTICOM-REFINE and DAVIS-QAconsensus on Stage 1

0.00699

MULTICOM-CLUSTER and Pcons on Stage 1

2.2e-16

The methods used by the four automated protein model
quality assessment servers are briefly described as follows.
MULTICOM-REFINE is a multi-model quality assessment method using a pairwise model comparison approach (APOLLO) [29] to generate global quality scores.
The 19 top models based on the global quality scores
and the top 1 model selected by SPICKER [32] formed a
top model set for local quality prediction. After superimposing a model with each model in the top model set, it
calculated the average absolute Euclidean distance between the position of each residue in the model and that
of its counterpart in each model in the top model set.
The average distance was used as the local quality of
each residue.
MULTICOM-CLUSTER is a single-model, support
vector machine (SVM)-based method initially implemented in [24]. The input features to the SVM include a
window of amino acids encoded by a 20-digit vector of 0
and 1 centered on a target residue, the difference between secondary structure and solvent accessibility predicted by SCRATCH [33] from the protein sequence and
that of a model parsed by DSSP [34], and predicted contact probabilities between the target residue and its
spatially neighboring residues. The SVM was trained to
predict the local quality score (i.e. the Euclidean distance
between its position in the model and that in the native
structure) of each residue. The predicted local quality
scores of all the residues was converted into the global
quality score of the model according to the formula [35]
as follows:

MULTICOM-CLUSTER and ModFOLDclust2 on Stage 1

2.553e-16

MULTICOM-CLUSTER and DAVIS-QAconsensus on Stage 1

2.442e-15

MULTICOM-NOVEL and Pcons on Stage 1

2.2e-16

MULTICOM-NOVEL and ModFOLDclust2 on Stage 1

3.046e-16

MULTICOM-NOVEL and DAVIS-QAconsensus on Stage 1

4.885e-15

MULTICOM-CONSTRUCT and Pcons on Stage 1

2.2e-16

MULTICOM-CONSTRUCT and ModFOLDclust2 on Stage 1

3.137e-16

MULTICOM-CONSTRUCT and DAVIS-QAconsensus on Stage 1

4.78e-15

MULTICOM-REFINE and MULTICOM-CLUSTER on Stage 2

2.269e-16

MULTICOM-REFINE and MULTICOM-NOVEL on Stage 2

6.661e-16

MULTICOM-REFINE and MULTICOM-CONSTRUCT on Stage 2

3.137e-16

MULTICOM-CLUSTER and MULTICOM-NOVEL on Stage 2

0.00327

MULTICOM-CLUSTER and MULTICOM-CONSTRUCT on Stage 2

0.5493

MULTICOM-NOVEL and MULTICOM-CONSTRUCT on Stage 2

1.029e-14

MULTICOM-REFINE and Pcons on Stage 2

0.2498

MULTICOM-REFINE and ModFOLDclust2 on Stage 2

0.0005575

MULTICOM-REFINE and DAVIS-QAconsensus on Stage 2

2.443e-06

MULTICOM-CLUSTER and Pcons on Stage 2

2.220e-16

MULTICOM-CLUSTER and ModFOLDclust2 on Stage 2

2.220e-16

MULTICOM-CLUSTER and DAVIS-QAconsensus on Stage 2

2.220e-16

MULTICOM-NOVEL and Pcons on Stage 2

4.441e-16

MULTICOM-NOVEL and ModFOLDclust2 on Stage 2

2.220e-16

MULTICOM-NOVEL and DAVIS-QAconsensus on Stage 2

2.220e-16

MULTICOM-CONSTRUCT and Pcons on Stage 2

4.089e-16

MULTICOM-CONSTRUCT and ModFOLDclust2 on Stage 2

2.2e-16

MULTICOM-CONSTRUCT and DAVIS-QAconsensus on Stage 2

2.2e-16

between models. However, to completely address the
problem, more accurate single-model quality prediction
methods that can assess the quality of a single model need
to be developed. On one hand, more informative features
such as sequence conservation information, evolutionary

Methods

1 Xt
1
Global quality score ¼
 2
i¼1
L
1 þ STi

!

In the formula, L is the total number of residues, Si is
the local quality score of residue i, and T is a distance
threshold set to set to 5 Angstrom. Residues that did not
have a predicted local quality score were skipped in
averaging.

Cao et al. BMC Structural Biology 2014, 14:13
http://www.biomedcentral.com/1472-6807/14/13

Page 10 of 12

Table 8 Local quality score of four MULTICOM servers, DAVIS-QAconsensus, Pcons, and ModFOLDclust2 for all FM
(template-free modeling) targets on Stage 1 of CASP10
Targets

MULTICOM-NOVEL

MULTICOM-CLUSTER

MULTICOM-CONSTRUCT

MULTICOM-REFINE

DAVIS-QA
consensus

Pcons

ModFOLDclust2

T0666

0.261

0.216

0.262

0.261

0.195

0.303

0.164

T0735

0.118

0.083

0.122

0.366

0.190

0.214

0.224

T0734

0.025

0.105

0.025

0.402

0.302

0.166

0.232

T0737

0.554

0.664

0.551

0

0.186

0.704

0.122

T0740

0.242

0.196

0.243

0.442

0.368

0.377

0.407

T0741

0.078

−0.035

0.084

0.227

0.108

−0.072

0.136

Average

0.213

0.205

0.215

0.283

0.225

0.282

0.214

MULTICOM-NOVEL is the same as MULTICOMCLUSTER except that amino acid sequence features
were replaced with the sequence profile features. The
multiple sequence alignment of a target protein used to
construct profiles was generated by PSI-BLAST [36].
MULTICOM-CONSTRUCT uses a new, weighted
pairwise model evaluation approach to predict global
quality. It uses ModelEvaluator [37] – an ab initio
single-model global quality prediction method – to predict a score for each model, and uses TM-score [35] to
get the GDT-TS score for each pair of models. The predicted global quality score of a model i is the weighted
average GDT-TS score between the model and other
models, calculated according to the formula: Si ¼
0
1
XN
W
@Xi;j  X J A . In this formula, Si is the preN
j¼1
Wj
j¼1
dicted global quality score for model i, N is the total
number of models, Xi,j is the GDT-TS score between
model i and model j, Wj is the score for model j predicted by ModelEvaluator, which is used to weight the
contribution of Xi,j to Si. In case that no score was predicted
for a model by ModelEvaluator, the weight of the model is
set to the average of all the scores predicted by ModelEvaluator. The local quality prediction of MULTICOMCONSTRUCT is the same as MULTICOM-NOVEL

except that additional SOV (segment overlap measure of
secondary structure) score features were used by the SVM
to generate the local quality score.
Evaluation methods

CASP10 used two-stage experiments to benchmark for
model quality assessment. Stage 1 had 20 models with
different qualities for each target, and Stage 2 had 150
top models for each target selected from all the models
by a naïve pairwise model quality assessment method.
We downloaded the native structures of 98 CASP10 targets, their structural models, and the quality predictions
of these models made by our four servers during the
CASP10 experiment running from May to August, 2012
from the CASP website (http://predictioncenter.org/
casp10/index.cgi).
We used TM-score [35] to calculate the real GDT-TS
scores between the native structures and the predicted
model as their real global quality scores. The predicted
global quality scores of our four servers were used to
compare with the real global quality scores. In order to
calculate real local quality scores of residues in a model,
we first used TM-score to superimpose the native structure and the model, and then calculate the Euclidean
distance between each residue’s coordinates in the superimposed native structure and the model as the real local

Table 9 Local quality score of four MULTICOM servers, DAVIS-QAconsensus, Pcons, and ModFOLDclust2 for all FM
(template-free modeling) targets on Stage 2 of CASP10
Servers

MULTICOM-NOVEL

MULTICOM-CLUSTER

MULTICOM-CONSTRUCT

MULTICOM-REFINE

DAVIS-QA
consensus

Pcons

ModFOLDclust2

T0666

0.244

0.226

0.227

0.310

0.322

0.282

0.337

T0735

0.125

0.122

0.127

0.288

0.290

0.150

0.351

T0734

0.129

0.151

0.122

0.172

0.330

0.255

0.305

T0737

0.426

0.578

0.419

0

0.202

0.583

0

T0740

0.268

0.197

0.257

0.270

0.422

0.377

0.425

T0741

0.105

−0.011

0.109

0.165

0.129

0.009

0.119

Average

0.216

0.211

0.210

0.200

0.283

0.276

0.256
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quality score of the residue. The real local and global
quality scores of a model were compared with that predicted by the model quality assessment methods to
evaluate their prediction accuracy.
We evaluated the global quality of our predictions
from five aspects: the average of per-target Pearson correlations, the overall Pearson’s correlation, average GDTTS loss, the average Spearman’s correlation, and the
average Kendall tau correlation. The average of pertarget Pearson’s correlations is calculated as the average
of all 98 targets’ Pearson correlations between predicted
and real global quality scores of their models. The overall Pearson’s correlation is the correlation between predicted and real global quality scores of all the models of
all the targets pooled together. The average GDT-TS loss
is the average difference between the GDT-TS scores of
the real top 1 model and the predicted top 1 model of
all targets, which measures how well a method ranks
good models at the top. The Spearman’s correlation is
the Pearson’s correlation of the ranked global quality
scores. In order to calculate the Spearman’s rank correlation, we first convert the global quality scores into the
ranks. The identical values (rank ties or duplicate values)
are assigned a rank equal to the average of their positions
in the rank list. And then we calculate the Pearson’s correlation between the predicted ranks and true ranks of the
models. The Kendall tau correlation is the probability of
concordance minus the probability of discordance. For
two vectors x and y with global quality scores of n models
of a target, the number of total possible model pairs for x
Þ
or y is N ¼ nðn−1
. The number of concordance is the
2
number of pairs and (Xj,Yj) when (xi − xj) * (yi − yi) > 0, and
the number of discordance is the number of pairs Xi,Yi
and (Xj,Yj) when (xi − xj) * (yi − yi) < 0. The Kendall tau correlation is equal to the number of concordance minus the
number of discordance divided by N. (http://en.wikipedia.
org/wiki/Kendall_tau_rank_correlation_coefficient).
The accuracy of local quality predictions was calculated as the average of the Pearson’s correlations between predicted local quality scores and real local
quality scores of all the models of all the targets. For
each model, we used TM-score to superimpose it with
the native structure, and then calculated the Euclidean
distance between Ca atom’s coordinates of each residue
in a superimposed model and the native structure as the
real local quality score of each residue. The Pearson’s
correlation between the real quality scores and the predicted ones of all the residues in each model was calculated. The average of the Pearson’s correlations of all the
models for all 98 targets was used to evaluate the performance of the local quality prediction methods.
Competing interests
The authors declare that they have no competing interests.

Page 11 of 12

Authors’ contributions
JC conceived and designed the method and the system. RC, ZW
implemented the method, built the system, carried out the CASP
experiments. RC, ZW, JC evaluated and analyzed data. RC, JC wrote the
manuscript. All the authors approved the manuscript.
Acknowledgements
The work was partially supported by an NIH grant (R01GM093123) to JC.
Author details
1
Computer Science Department, University of Missouri, Columbia, Missouri
65211, USA. 2Informatics Institute, University of Missouri, Columbia, Missouri
65211, USA. 3Christopher S. Bond Life Science Center, University of Missouri,
Columbia, Missouri 65211, USA. 4School of Computing, University of
Southern Mississippi, Hattiesburg, MS 39406-0001, USA.
Received: 18 October 2013 Accepted: 1 April 2014
Published: 15 April 2014
References
1. Eisenhaber F, Persson B, Argos P: Protein structure prediction: recognition
of primary, secondary, and tertiary structural features from amino acid
sequence. Crit Rev Biochem Mol Biol 1995, 30(1):1–94.
2. Rost B: Protein structure prediction in 1D, 2D, and 3D. Encyclopaedia
Comput Chem 1998, 3:2242–2255.
3. Cheng J: A multi-template combination algorithm for protein comparative
modeling. BMC Struct Biol 2008, 8(1):18.
4. Zhang Y, Skolnick J: Automated structure prediction of weakly
homologous proteins on a genomic scale. Proc Natl Acad Sci U S A 2004,
101(20):7594–7599.
5. Sali A, Blundell T: Comparative protein modelling by satisfaction of
spatial restraints. Protein Structure Distance Anal 1994, 64:C86.
6. Peng J, Xu J: RaptorX: exploiting structure information for protein
alignments by statistical inference. Proteins 2011, 79(S10):161–171.
7. Zhang J, Wang Q, Barz B, He Z, Kosztin I, Shang Y, Xu D: MUFOLD: a new
solution for protein 3D structure prediction. Proteins 2010,
78(5):1137–1152.
8. Jones DT, McGuffin LJ: Assembling novel protein folds from super−
secondary structural fragments. Proteins 2003, 53(S6):480–485.
9. Simons KT, Kooperberg C, Huang E, Baker D: Assembly of protein tertiary
structures from fragments with similar local sequences using simulated
annealing and Bayesian scoring functions. J Mol Biol 1997, 268(1):209–225.
10. Cheng J, Eickholt J, Wang Z, Deng X: Recursive protein modeling: a divide
and conquer strategy for protein structure prediction and its case study
in CASP9. J Bioinform Comput Biol 2012, 10(3). doi:10.1142/
S0219720012420036.
11. Liu P, Zhu F, Rassokhin DN, Agrafiotis DK: A self-organizing algorithm for
modeling protein loops. PLoS Comput Biol 2009, 5(8):e1000478.
12. Lee J, Lee D, Park H, Coutsias EA, Seok C: Protein loop modeling by using
fragment assembly and analytical loop closure. Proteins 2010,
78(16):3428–3436.
13. Yang Y, Zhou Y: Ab initio folding of terminal segments with secondary
structures reveals the fine difference between two closely related allatom statistical energy functions. Protein Sci 2008, 17(7):1212–1219.
14. Zemla A, Venclovas Č, Moult J, Fidelis K: Processing and analysis of CASP3
protein structure predictions. Proteins 1999, 37(S3):22–29.
15. Zemla A, Venclovas Č, Moult J, Fidelis K: Processing and evaluation of
predictions in CASP4. Proteins 2002, 45(S5):13–21.
16. Zemla A: LGA: a method for finding 3D similarities in protein structures.
Nucleic Acids Res 2003, 31(13):3370–3374.
17. Wang Z, Eickholt J, Cheng J: APOLLO: a quality assessment service for
single and multiple protein models. Bioinformatics 2011, 27(12):1715–1716.
18. McGuffin LJ: The ModFOLD server for the quality assessment of protein
structural models. Bioinformatics 2008, 24(4):586–587.
19. McGuffin LJ: Prediction of global and local model quality in CASP8 using
the ModFOLD server. Proteins 2009, 77(S9):185–190.
20. Wang Q, Vantasin K, Xu D, Shang Y: MUFOLD-WQA: a new selective
consensus method for quality assessment in protein structure
prediction. Proteins 2011, 79(Supplement S10):185–95. doi:10.1002/
prot.23185.

Cao et al. BMC Structural Biology 2014, 14:13
http://www.biomedcentral.com/1472-6807/14/13

Page 12 of 12

21. McGuffin LJ, Roche DB: Rapid model quality assessment for protein
structure predictions using the comparison of multiple models without
structural alignments. Bioinformatics 2010, 26(2):182–188.
22. Tress ML, Jones D, Valencia A: Predicting reliable regions in protein
alignments from sequence profiles. J Mol Biol 2003, 330(4):705.
23. Wallner B, Elofsson A: Identification of correct regions in protein models
using structural, alignment, and consensus information. Protein Sci 2009,
15(4):900–913.
24. Kalman M, Ben-Tal N: Quality assessment of protein model-structures
using evolutionary conservation. Bioinformatics 2010, 26(10):1299–1307.
25. Liithy R, Bowie JU, Eisenberg D: Assessment of protein models with threedimensional profiles. Nature 1992, 356:83–85.
26. Ray A, Lindahl E, Wallner B: Improved model quality assessment using
ProQ2. BMC Bioinformatics 2012, 13(1):224.
27. Kaján L, Rychlewski L: Evaluation of 3D-Jury on CASP7 models. BMC
Bioinformatics 2007, 8(1):304.
28. Kryshtafovych A, Barbato A, Fidelis K, Monastyrskyy B, Schwede T,
Tramontano A: Assessment of the assessment: evaluation of the model
quality estimates in CASP10. Proteins 2013, 82(Suppl 2):112–26.
doi:10.1002/prot.24347.
29. Larsson P, Skwark MJ, Wallner B, Elofsson A: Assessment of global and
local model quality in CASP8 using Pcons and ProQ. Proteins 2009,
77(S9):167–172.
30. Krivov GG, Shapovalov MV, Dunbrack RL Jr: Improved prediction of protein
side-chain conformations with SCWRL4. Proteins 2009, 77(4):778–795.
31. Page RD: TreeView: an application to display phylogenetic trees on
personal computer. Comp Appl Biol Sci 1996, 12:357–358.
32. Zhang Y, Skolnick J: SPICKER: a clustering approach to identify nearnative protein folds. J Comput Chem 2004, 25(6):865–871.
33. Cheng J, Randall A, Sweredoski M, Baldi P: SCRATCH: a protein structure
and structural feature prediction server. Nucleic Acids Res 2005,
33(suppl 2):W72–W76.
34. Kabsch W, Sander C: Dictionary of protein secondary structure: pattern
recognition of hydrogen-bonded and geometrical features. Biopolymers
1983, 22(12):2577–2637.
35. Zhang Y, Skolnick J: Scoring function for automated assessment of
protein structure template quality. Proteins 2004, 57(4):702–710.
36. Altschul SF, Madden TL, Schäffer AA, Zhang J, Zhang Z, Miller W, Lipman DJ:
Gapped BLAST and PSI-BLAST: a new generation of protein database
search programs. Nucleic Acids Res 1997, 25(17):3389–3402.
37. Wang Z, Tegge AN, Cheng J: Evaluating the absolute quality of a single
protein model using structural features and support vector machines.
Proteins 2009, 75(3):638–647.
doi:10.1186/1472-6807-14-13
Cite this article as: Cao et al.: Designing and evaluating the MULTICOM
protein local and global model quality prediction methods in the
CASP10 experiment. BMC Structural Biology 2014 14:13.

Submit your next manuscript to BioMed Central
and take full advantage of:
• Convenient online submission
• Thorough peer review
• No space constraints or color ﬁgure charges
• Immediate publication on acceptance
• Inclusion in PubMed, CAS, Scopus and Google Scholar
• Research which is freely available for redistribution
Submit your manuscript at
www.biomedcentral.com/submit

